Is there a theoretical link between the gendering of life courses, worklife, and family participation? Is the "primary group" family to be considered part of the social structure? Is it passively exposed to its influences without any autonomy, is it rather an exclave from it, or is it an indispensable focus for understanding the social positioning of women and men? Most sociological analyses of social stratification, with their primary orientation on occupation, view the family -if they consider it at all -as hardly more than an alternative sampling unit, or at best as a rather secondary individual status variable ("marital status"). Conversely, family sociology pays more attention to social stratification, but here again, only few theoretical attempts focus the relationship between family and stratification.
3 There are of course many other fields that could be discussed in the same vein, but we feel that these three are both particularly crucial and particularly handicapped by such limitations, clearly more than, e.g., labor market research. 4 It is obviously impossible to do justice in a few paragraphs to such broad and well-established fields of research with all their diversity. Our intent is more modest: to highlight some major features that we, as critical insiders, see as particularly problematic.
the class status of married women who are not in the labor force:
if individuals are the units of analysis, these women are excluded on rather technical grounds, if families are the units, they are given the status of their husbands. This debate has led to quite controversial positions, but it has contributed little to the theoretical clarification of the link between individuals and families, especially when all individuals are to be considered, be they members of families or not. 5 As a matter of fact, to the extent that family participation prevents women from participating in the labor force, it shoves them into another social field, studied by another sociological specialty, and makes them drop out of the stratification problem. As this "siphoning off" does not regularly happen to men, at least not to employed men, they are the main stuff of stratification analysis. Symmetrically and contrary to women, they appear as not being affected by the family.
b. Family research
While stratification is often analyzed through the situation of men, the family appears to be mainly a woman's problem, although most of the family households are equally populated by men and women. More than stratification research, family sociology seems to have developed in two divergent streams. The mainstream has grown out of and partially gone beyond the functionalist paradigm, as it has been strongly influenced by social-psychological and system-theoretical perspectives. In the process, questions of gender inequality have tended to be diluted as the systemic perspective relies heavily on the system as a whole and the adequate solution of its problems of functioning without considering the sex of the performers of specific tasks. To paraphrase the resulting heuristic attitude, the basic question is not so much whether it is the man or the woman who decides, than whether the important decisions are taken at all. There may also be more technical reasons related to the difficulty of adequately measuring classical dimensions of gender inequality, such as power in the family. It is true that this is an area with few methodological advances since the first critical appraisals published in the late 1960's, including the difficult question of how to identify and weigh different "resources" or status contributions that may affect the structure of intrafamilial relationships (SafiliosRothschild, 1969; Szinovacz, 1987) . Feminist considerations have stimulated a second stream of research, maybe more systematically centered on the differential distribution of various activities among the partners than on power (Bielby, 1999) , but they do not yet seem to really influence the mainstream (Chafetz, 1997; Fox and Murry 2000) . The family tends to be treated as a special social space of rather informal nature, principally structured by the two adult partners (if there are two of them), also as a site of personal experimentation when studying non-traditional forms of cohabitation. Men and women living together in a family are considered as exchanging actors, tied together in a relationship that is largely negotiable between them; they are the primary, if not only, autonomous actors to construct their family reality (Berger and Kellner, 1964) . Discrimination takes place, if at all, outside the family. Structural contradictions such as the problem of "loving one's enemy" (Firestone, 1970) do not seem to belong to the prevailing research paradigm in this field. Thus, the family tends to be seen as a relatively insulated social unit whose internal structure results mainly from the negotiated action of its adult members, i.e., in more abstract terms, from endogenous factors.
c. Life course research
Life course research is certainly the most recent and least consolidated of the three fields we have singled out. This could be a reason for research in this area to be less respectful of boundaries between established specialties. Nevertheless, concerning gender, there are some signs of short-sightedness that have already become somewhat traditional. The main problem in this perspective is probably the tendency to analyze individual life courses as simple sequences of stages, framed and standardized by three major social institutions that structure three subsequent life stages, i.e., education -> economic work -> retirement (Kohli, 1985) , among which there exist rules of sequential positional equivalence. Much as in the case of mobility analysis, male life courses largely correspond to this model as male professional careers are normally not influenced by imperatives of other fields of participation. The idea that this may be so because most of them have a wife who takes care of family work, at least to the extent that its execution by the man would interfere with his occupation, does generally not appear in interpretations of male life courses. In female life courses, occupation appears frequently as a secondary activity that remains subordinated to the imperatives of family life and its daily management -so here again, family is treated as a female problem, seemingly adding nothing to the understanding of male careers. Put in more technical terms: family is a field of dependent variables if looked at from the perspective of men, paid work is a field of dependent variables if looked at from the perspective of women. 6 In this truncated logic, family variables need not be taken into account if (men's) mobility it to be analyzed, and in principle, an analogous reasoning could hold for neglecting women's paid work if the focus is on their family activities.
III. Inside vs. outside, norms vs. structure
We have outlined a brief and selective panorama of the three areas we find particularly crucial and of some questionable implications and assumptions of the dominating views in them. Our arguments underscore the consequence of insufficient gender sensitivity that can be found in these research traditions (Eichler, 1988; Krüger, 1997) . Moreover, they have in common a more general and problematic tendency towards what we could call "epistemo- To illustrate our arguments, we shall discuss two significant results we selected from Helga Krüger's recent studies at the Center of Life Course Research at the University of Bremen, Germany.
The first one refers to theories which explain patterns of female labor market participation as effects of personal options and choices; the second one deals with intrafamilial decision making about how to combine family and employment.
a. Patterns of female labor market participation
Widespread theoretical approaches (see the controversy between Crompton and Harris, 1998; and Hakim, 1998) It seems obvious that these outcomes cannot be sufficiently understood by refering to purely individual choices. Rather, some structural "generative grammar", beyond personal options but linked to the type of occupation (i.e., to occupation-specific age norms, daily work schedules, etc.), intervenes into female employment patterns, even if these jobs do not differ from each other with respect to the level of entrance qualifications they require. The usability of qualifications embedded in occupationally-specific realities acts out its effects on employment patterns independently of full-time or part-time decisions. Moreover, the analysis of entry into vocational training schemes shows that in a large majority of cases, the choice between such schemes does not principally correspond to personal (or familial)
preferences, but first of all to available training options and the chance to be accepted into these schemes (Born et al., 1996) .
So there is strong evidence for the impact of structural factors related to the various occupations and not to individual preferences.
b. Intrafamilial decision making
The well-known thesis that links the intrafamilial division of labor to norm-supported gender traditionalism (and male power) is being widely discussed under the heading of "doing gender", supposing interactional mechanisms aiming at establishing congruence between behavior, territory of action, attribution of conformity, in their mid-thirties, 9 leads to findings that put into question the notion of cultural frames in actu, suggesting rather structural gender fixations. On the discursive level, we notice a remarkable switch from husband's dictatorship (older generation) to democracy (younger generation). A father's typical quote runs as follows: "A wife is a housewife: married, she has to stay at home" -and a son's: "Women's employment -I can't think of any reasons why not, only reasons for it; to get away from the children and the housework, the pension contributions, getting qualifications, staying in touch". 10 However, a comparison of the employment patterns between both generations shows the same tendency: the female patterns are characterized by interruptions, increasing part-time work (especially among daughters') and downward mobility (the latter not shown in the figures), the male ones by steady employment and upward mobility. 11 9 All these data stem from the Bremen Family Data Set, resulting from successive, interrelated surveys between 1988 and 1996. 10 For more details with respect to the empirical design and the outcomes see Krüger (2001) . 11 "Other activities" are predominantly household activities for mothers and daughters, military service for the sons and fathers (for the latter mainly participation in the Second world war). There is no category of part-time work in figure 4d as in the fathers' historical working period, this mode did simply not exist for men to any significant extent. The figures also show the dramatic intergenerational increase of educational duration, for young men interrupted by their military service, and the predominantly female typification of part-time work.
( Fig. 4 a-d about here) The difference in the employment patterns between the sexes remain surprisingly large, although the younger generation no longer reproduces traditional norms 12 but brings into play new calculations of the costs and benefits of various arrangements when negotiating about their family organization. While the older women had to stand up to their husbands, their sons and daughters report regretfully that the division of labor is inevitable because of limited child-care facilities, the restrictive opening hours of shops and public services, the schooling system, the care of the elderly, etc. 13 Thus, the change of norms, favoring gender equality, is neutralized by structural constraints that did not really change, but remained formerly hidden behind the older generation's norms.
Here again, the gender-specific outcomes of intrafamilial decision making correspond to an external "generative grammar", embedded in the German life course regime: the analysis of standardized data shows that about 70% of the interviewees underwent training for sex-typed occupations in accordance with their sex.
This means for women that although they sometimes had attained higher educational qualifications than their partners, they where confronted with a lower social status in the labor force, a lack of career possibilities, and a lower market value (Teubner, 1989) . 14 In order to establish the "best" balance between family and employment commitments, it seems rational that women overwhelmingly agree to reduce their paid work or to quit the labor market, at least temporarily.
We may conclude that, at least in Germany and Switzerland, 15 For terminological reasons, we prefer the term participation profiles. Peoples' movements through social space -i.e., their life course defined in a structural perspective -can be analyzed as their specific sequence of participation profiles. Several aspects of these profiles vary typically or atypically through individuals' life courses; positional changes (upward or downward mobility in a social field), as well as participational changes (transitions or, more exactly, entries into and exits from social fields). This conceptualization points to a dimension of social integration rarely considered in relation with the other aspects: the structural scope of an individual's participation profile which can be partly identified with the number of participations, partly also with the scope of the fields in which one participates. A typical, although far from exclusive pattern across the life course is an initial enlargement of that scope during or after adolescence, some variations during most of adult life, and its shrinking beginning with retirement ("third age").
More systematically, at each moment of a life course, three aspects of participation profiles can be distinguished: the various participations belonging to an individual profile, the positions occupied by this individual in the fields in which she or he participates, and the resources the person has acquired during her/his life. All three aspects combine structural and cultural components with which the person has to cope. A not so obvious part of the resource aspect that is particularly important with respect to the life course concerns the sex-typing of occupational training and of labor market positioning. The role counterpart of the structural aspect underscored by the term "position" is more conventional, but needs to be explicitly mentioned (with all its background of potential negotiation, interpretation and transformation). By adopting this conceptualization, we do not propose a deterministic perspective. 16 We simply try to construct a heuristic frame of reference that helps us maintain an equilibrated analysis of the relevant aspects of life course differentiation.
Not all the participations in a profile have the same factual and normative importance, some of them weigh heavier than othersand there is an important sex-specificity in this. Empirically, we are confronted with a sex-specific weighting of the participations included in individuals' profiles, especially with respect to the relative importance of family and occupational work. As we have shown, this difference can nowadays no longer be attributed to purely individual convictions and preferences (we leave open the question of whether it has ever been adequate to see it that way). This suggests that there is some form of standardization at work which requires institutional analysis.
b. Institutional framing
Our main hypothesis is that life courses are institutionalized on both cultural and structural levels. Others may be rather strongly imposed, such as age barriers for educational certification or professional promotion, or even legally fixed, e.g., the minimum age for marriage or paid work (prohibition of children's work), or retirement age. An equally important area of normative framing is that of gender ideologies. In this respect, we can distinguish three ways of institutional functioning: sequential, simultaneous or parallel, and adjacent. They are mostly embodied in different institutional sectors, but it seems to us more relevant to base the distinction on a functional rather than on a structural criterion.
By sequential institutionalization we designate types of organizational functioning that process individuals from one standard period of the life course to another. Here, we think above all of the three institutional sectors of education, paid work and retirement which are certainly the ones most systematically discussed in life course research. To varying extents, according to a country's specific institutional regime, these sectors function in ways that channel individuals from participation in one of them to the next; the individuals' structural location in a subsequent sector depends, again to varying degrees, on their location in the preceding one, this positional carry-over being itself institutionally regulated. 17 The sequential institutionalization of life courses links institutions in a gender-specific way. The empirical findings presented above (as well as others) point out that especially in the Germanic life course regime, the division of labor between the partners in a couple is preconditioned before a concrete family is even founded: by gender-specific resources acquired in a gendered system of vocational training and an ensuing positioning within the gendered labor market. Very little research has yet been done which relates the division of labor within the family to vocational training and labor market allocations. In other countries we might find different ways of setting markers for life course differences by institutions in which people typically participate before creating a family, the interesting fact is that in order to understand family arrangements we have to search (also) for structural channeling by institutions other than the family itself, i.e., we have to look beyond the family.
The two other types of life course institutionalization are much less prominent in the current literature on life course analysis than they should be, as we hope to show.
By simultaneous (or parallel) institutionalization we single out forms of institutional functioning that imply or even ask for simultaneous instead of sequential participation. By far the most important practical instance of this type of functioning is the simultaneity of family and occupational participation. It is not quite commonplace in the sociological literature to consider the family as an organizational form that participates fully in the institutionalization of life courses, along with the labor market and other differentiated social sectors. In part, this is likely to be so because of the erroneous equation of family and women, but not men. Partly, it may also be the case because we are not used to put the primary group family on the same analytical level of social structures as meso-or macro-social sectors like the ones we just mentioned. However, giving this analytical status to the family is imperative if we are to take into account not only the different ways the institutional structure of modern societies standardizes individual life courses, but also the gender differentiation operated by this standardization, and the fact that family life ties together the life courses of the family members in such a way that they cannot be fully understood as individual trajectories only. Life courses of family members are to be seen as "coupled" or linked among each other. A large part of life course institutionalization, of all the three kinds we have distinguished, is not intended and direct, but unintended and secondary -and all the more effective. Schools, the labor market, the synchronies and asynchronies of the institutionalized rhythms of social life have not been instituted with a view to stabilize specific aspects of peoples' life courses, they pursue other, commonly recognized goals. But they have side effects or unintended consequences that often have a major impact on the practical organization of everyday life. The normalcy assumptions that are implied by much of this institutional functioning include, e.g., the idea that most children live with people who systematically take care of them, especially parents. They also include the idea that somehow, if not each individual, at least each household can manage to gain a sufficient income by working and at the same time be able to participate in market society's patterns of access to everyday consumer goods and services. Even if the traditional, sex-specific assignment of various tasks may not be prominent among these institutional as-sumptions, it is strongly reinforced by them. An individual person or a couple living together can certainly decide to get organized differently, but the way in which these normalcy assumptions are built into the regular functioning of the structural context of everyday life makes them a factual reference from which to deviate is costly in many respects. 18 So there is considerable, but implicit, pressure on individuals to live in family-like households, and to organize their household in a way that makes one of its adult members mainly responsible for the family's income, the other for the daily chores that maintain the family's functioning. Given cultural stereotypes, gendered identities, and gender discrimination outside the family, this pressure goes a long way to motivate couples to organize themselves according to the logic of two complementary participation profiles, the one dominated by family imperatives, the other by occupational ones, and to establish this differentiation along traditional lines of gender.
IV. Feedback towards general sociology
Our conception does not have the intention of revolutionizing the analytical tools of sociology, but of attuning them to a reality that is more complex than mostly acknowledged. We propose to redefine the notion of master status to summarize and identify our analytical model. The term, although reformulated, goes back to Hughes (1945) but is not yet consistently used in the literature.
It serves mostly to characterize interactive differentiation between dominant and non-dominant participations or statuses (Laws, 1979; Gerson, 1993) . We consider it important to enlarge its theoretical meaning in order to include "doing gender" not only by culturally oriented actors and their constructive achievements, but also the various forms of meso-social institutionalization.
Not only individuals do gender through their everyday performances, but also institutional structures -it is in this sense that gender can be considered to be a central feature of social Contrary to what could be inferred by our main arguments, the scope of our approach is not limited to persons living in a couple. By way of the generalized effects of institutional normalcy assumptions, the institutionally anchored principle of the sexspecific master status subsumes, as already stated, not only the life courses of people living in a familial relationship, but also those of singles.
Several aspects of this conception are non-conventional: it necessitates the full integration of gender into life course analysis, it forces us to bring the family back into the institutional analysis of life courses and of their gendering, and it leads to a more complex and dynamic perspective on stratification. On a more general level, it induces a stand against analytical reductionism, be it with respect to the structural location of individuals, to the simultaneous inclusion of various institutional fields, to the consideration not only of the individual and macro-social levels of the social world, but also of the various forms of meso-social structures, or be it with respect to the conjoint and often indirect effects of social structuration by relationships between fields and not only by these fields' separate internal functioning and direct effects.
These remarks highlight that gender-sensitive life course research, if properly constructed, has an especially great feedback potential for theoretical renewal in general sociology.
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